Remarks 

These Remarks are in reply to the Office Action mailed April 5, 2006. 
Claims 1-12 and 47-50 werependingin the AppJicationpriortotheoutstandm TheOflBce 
Action rejected Claims 1-12 and 47-50. Claims 1-12 and 47-50 remain pending in the application* 

The Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsid^ the rejection, since it is the 
Applicants belief that Claims 1-12 and 47-50 are in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner in point 4 states "Applicant argues that Bertagnoli et al ' 842 does not disclose In 
response to applicant's..." April 5, 2006, OfBceAction, page 3, point 4, line 1. This is an incomplete 
sentence. The Examiner is requested to clarii^ the meaning of this sentence. ''In order to provide a 
conq)leteappUcation file history and to enhance the clarity oftheprosecutionh^ 
mustprovide clear explanations of all actions takenby the exatniaer duringproseculion of an ^qsplication", 
MPEP 707.07ffl. 

1x1 point 4, &e Examiner states jnultiple chisels) are notredtedin fhetejected claims". April 5, 
2006, Office Action, page 3> point 4, lines 2-3 . In fact they arc recited in die rqected claims (see claims 
1 , 47 and 49), The Applicant respectfully suggests that the Examiner lacks the necessary familiarity with 
the claims to make this statemmt Further, inpoint 6 the Examiner indicates a lack of femiliarity with the 
Bertagnoli art dted when stating that "BertagEioli clearly shows thatthe blades areparalld''. April 5, 2006, 
Office Action, pag63,point 6, lin6s2-3. In &ct the blades are not parallel. See Bertagnoli paragraph 
[0056]. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U-S.C § 102 

Within the Office Action, Claims 1-12 and47-50were rejected under35U.S.C. 102(e)as being 
anticipated by PG-PUB 2005/01 13842 to Bertagnoli et aL(hereinafter ''Bertagnoir). 

Claims 1-12 and 47-50 

Claim 1 and 48 iiiclude the Hmitadonofa first and a second cuttingbladefix^ 
SinceJ5ertog72o/z does not disclose "aforkedend, eachendhaving two tines, each of said tines having an 
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inner side and an outer side and each tine having a first and a second cutting blade", Bertagnoli does not 
anticipate Claims 1 and 48. 

In point 4 the Examiner states 'that the features upon which the applicant rehes (i.e., multiple 
chisels) arenot recited in the rejected claim(s)" April 5, 2006, Office Action, page 3, point 4, lines2-3. 
The Examiner has eithernotreadornot understood the Applicant's Claims. The Examiner is lespectfiilly 
requested to withdraw the previous ofBce action. 

Clainis2-12 all diredlyorindirectly depend from independent claim 1, and are therefore believed 
patentable for at least the same reasons as independent claim 1 and because of the additional limitations 
of these claims. 

Claims 47. 49 and 50 

Claims 47, 49 and 50 include the limitation that the first and second cuttingblades are parallel to 
one another. 

Tlie Examiner stated that 'bertagnoli clearly shows that the blades andhandle areparallel since all 
elements areparallel to the same axis. Therefore, they are also parallel to eachother and to the handle" 
April5,2006, Office Action, page3>point6,!ines2-3. Again^ the Applicant respectfully disagrees. As 
shown in Figure 4 andparagrs^h [0048], ''[^1^ ^ expanded configuration, first member 1 06 and second 
member 108 are moved away from one anoflier and $^>arated by a distance 1 10". The distance 110 
means that members 106 and 108 cannot be parallel, ^^^gno// discloses (hat in Figure 13, "[c]am 
surface 202 forms angle 207 with central axis 181" paragraph [0056] fifih sentence. Detailed in the 
subsequent sentence ofparagr^h [0056], 't<^]am surface 202 fbmis angle 207'* and angle 207 is 17.5 
degrees". Thus the cutting surface is not parallel to the tool handle. Therefore, Aer^agTio/z does not 
disclose "wherein the first and second cutting blades are parallel to one another*'. Accordmgly,^errag«D// 
does not anticipate Claims 47, 49 and 50. 

The Examiner has either not read or understood BertagnolU The Examiner is requested to 
withdraw flie previous ofBce action. 

Id view of the above. Applicants respect&lly request that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw 
the 102(e) rejection. 
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CONCLUSION 

In light of the above, it is respectfidly submitted that all of die claims now pending in the subject 
patent fipplication should be allowable, and a Notice of AUowaoce is requested. The Examiner is 
respectfully requested to telephone the undersigned ifhe can assist in any way in ^pediting issuance of a 
patent 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge anyundopayment or credit any overpayment to Deposit 
AccountNo. 06-1325 for anyniatterin connection with this response, includinganyfee for extension of 
time, which may be required. 



Resni&ctfully submitt^ 



Date: 6/^^ 



By:. 
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Anthony Gf Craig 
Reg. No. 50,342 



FLIESLER MEYER LLP 

Four Embaicadero Center, FourA Floor 

San Francisco, California 941 1 1-41 56 

Telephone: (415) 362-3800 

Customer No. 23910 

ACraig@fdml.com 
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